Carol Hoosier
R L T L

Box 412 , Lynco, WV 24857-0412

November 2, 2005 8:41 PM

Senator John Rockefeller

U.S. Senate

531 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Rockefeller:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone whe uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should net be penalized for doing so.

A fiat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bilis. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-voiume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalitien, of which I am o member, keeps me informed obout the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federat law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I wilt continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Carol Hoosier

cc:
FCC General Email Box



Nicholas Sadaka
7342 Argonne Drive , Marriottsville, MD 21104

November 2, 2005 9:25 PM,

Senator Barbara Mikulski

U.S. Senate

503 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Mikulski:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly fiat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senier
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees o their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would iike ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
Yaxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how & flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Nicholas Sadaka

cc
FCC General Email Box



Lucille Fuchs

6181 Jane Road , Doraville, GA 30340-1624

November 2, 2005 8:59 PM

Senator Saxby Chambliss

U.S. Senate

416 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Chambliss:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions® (FCC) position fo change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently coliected an a revenue basis. People who use more pay more info the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of leng distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Congtituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residentiol and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high voiume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federai law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request you pass along my concerns o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Lucille Fuchs

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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Cindy Ross

6265 Rhine Bridge Dr. , El Paso, TX 79934

November 2, 2005 644 PM

Representative Silvestre Reyes
U.8. House of Representatives
2433 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Reyes:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Untversal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on & revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wircless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Cindy Ross

ce:
FCC General Email Box



Melissa Elie
.
871 Rte. 106 , Leeds, ME 04263

November 2, 2005 8:57 PM

Senator Susan Colling

U.5. Senate

461 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Dacket 96-45

Dear Senator Collins:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes o a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legistation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Melissa Elie

ce:
FCC General Email Box




Dennis Ness
L
53363 Hickory Road , South Bend, IN 46635

Representative Chris Chocola
U.5. House of Representatives
510 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Chocola:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions® (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses ali across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately af fect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Dennis Ness

[of o
FCC General Email Box
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Ellen Brinks

.
845 N. Melborn , Dearborn, MI 48128-1722

November 2, 2005 8:41 PM

Representative John Dingell

U.S. House of Representatives

2328 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Dingell:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of iong distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC of ficials, the
FCC has pians to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency,

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
Ellen Brinks

cel
FCC General Email Box



Tari Moore
883 Glodewood Ln , Traverse City, MI 49686

November 2, 2005 8:41 PM

Representative Dave Camp

U.S. House of Representatives
137 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Camp:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently cellected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more info the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a fiat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume fo low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses ali across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me infortned about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coglition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community, T
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately af fect those in your constituency.

Thank yeu for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Tari Moore

[of o}
FCC General Email Box
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timothy vincent
655 B.V.A | shamokin, PA 17872

REEnsMALTOONM

Representative Don Sherwoed

U.5. House of Representatives
1131 Longworth House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Bqar'd on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Sherwood:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently colledted on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flot fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amolint into the fund as someone wha uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthiy
newsletters and up to date informatjon on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federai law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportianately affect those in your constituency,

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

timothy vincent

cc
FCC General Email Box



[ ————r s

e ey —
FLOEED & INPELTED |

FEB ¢ 2006

Pt mbe.r'Z 2005 8:36
MAILROOM

David Bencoma
P.O.Box 53 , Okemah, OK 74859

Representative Dan Boren

U.S. House of Representatives
216 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Boren:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radicai and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Codlition, of which T am o member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legisiation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

David Bencoma

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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robert kirkman - FER / 2008
248 winding view , new braunfels, TX 78132

FCC - MAILROOM
NGVember 2, 2007 ~9:22-Ph-

Representative Lamar Smith

U.5. House of Representatives
2184 Rayburn House Office Building
Washingron, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Smith:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue baosis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume Yo low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up fo date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC of ficials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

robert kirkman

ec:
FCC General Email Box
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FER 4 2006

Lisa Bartlett

PO Box 157, Shoemakersville, PA 19555-0157

November 2, 2005 7:10 PM

Senator Rick Santorum

U.S. Senate

511 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Santorum:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, 10 give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about vour position on this matter.

Sincerely,

IL.isa Bartlett

ce:
FCC General Email Box
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John Roberts .
8715 595t East , Parrish, FL 34219

FCC-MaILROON,
November 2, 20 T

Senator Bill Nelson

U.5. Senate

716 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Nelson:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more info the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect on small businesses all across
Americd.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up o date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I

request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

John Roberts

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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Vivian J. Oring
130 Peppertree Dr. , Amherst, NY 14228

Senator Hillary Clinton

U.S. Senate

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-G001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund {USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a menth
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am @ member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies ta recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue o spread the word to my community, I
reguest you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I lock forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Vivian J. Oring

cc!
FCC General Email Box
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November 2, 2005 8:27 PM

Senator Ben Nelson

U.5. Senate

720 Hart Senate Cffice Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-$State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Nelson:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection methed to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system, If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zerc minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community, I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Daniel Schekirke

cc!
FCC General Email Box



RECEWED

SINSPECTER
FEB /s

Gcz Vef
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November 2, 2005 9:16 PM

Senator Barack Obama

U.5. Senate

713 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Obama:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume fo low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or “pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes o a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system saon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Gary Vega

cc:

FCC General Email Box
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Raxmond Mzer
1082 Briar Vista Terrace , Atlanta, GA 30324

November 2, 2005 7:03 PM

Senator Saxby Chambliss

U.S. Senate

416 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43

Dear Senator Chambliss:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, wili be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In additicn, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.  While T am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request

you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately

affect those in your constituency. T
Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Raymond Myer

ce:
FCC General Email Box
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Representative Steve Chabot
U.5. House of Representatives
129 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Dacket 96-45

Dear Representative Chabot:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund {USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is

radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost mere. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thark you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Sarah Mahlerwein

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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RICHARD HEYDT
a—e— u—— = S—
322 BUCKNER STREET , BURKBURNETT, TX 76354-2376

November 2, 2005 8:39 PM

Representative Mac Thornberry
U.S, House of Representatives
2457 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Thornberry:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a menth
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it wouid have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a fiat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I

request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing abaut your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

RICHARD HEYDT

cct
FCC General Email Box
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6 Carefree Lane , Gansevoort, NY 12831

November 2, 2005 2:26 PM

Senator Hillary Clinton

U.S. Senate

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton;

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As vou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
¥CC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their imited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Christine Root

oo
FCC General Email Box
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November 2, 2005 2:36 PM

Senator Evan Bayh

U.S. Senate

463 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Bayh:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' {FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF 1s currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents whe use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residéntial and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fa].rly If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC Kas plans'to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to menitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for yolur] continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Felipe Eixeres

ce:
FCC Géner_al Email Box
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Bonnie L Meyers

146 Cranbrook Dr , Dover, PA 17315

November 2, 2005 4:44 PM

Senator Arlen Specter

U.S. Senate

711 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-velume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While T am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officiils, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look {orward to hearing about your position on this matter,
Sincerely,

Bonnie L. Meyers s : : ‘ !

oc:
FCC General Email Box
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November 2, 2005 1:18 PM

Representative Diana DeGette

U.S. House of Representatives

1527 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative DeGette:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund {(USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more, And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could dispreportionately
affect these in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Theodore Bailey

ce:
FCC General Email Box
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Edward Cyncewicz
8845-Whitlock , dearborn, MI 48126

November 2, 2005 8:24 PM

Senator Carl Levin

U.5. Senate

269 Russell Senate Office Building
Washingtaen, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senater Levin:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system 1o a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zerc minutes of long distance a
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of The USF from high velume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recaver, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproporticnately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Edward Cyncewicz

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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John Regan
8838 Lavergne Apt F, Skokie, IL 60077-1632

November 2, 2005 10:12 AM

Senator Dick Durbin

U.S. Senate

332 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Durbin:

| have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change
proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero
minutes of long dlstance a month Constltuents who use their limited resources wisely should not be
penahzed for-doing so.- !

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect
on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about.the USF issue with
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.
While | am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure | am charged fairly. If
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without
legislation.

| will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my
community. | request you pass atong my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a
flat fee_ tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, |

John Regah

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission



